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Sir: 



Applicant submits this ELECTION within the 30-day period set for response in the 
Examiner's Action dated September 19, 2001. Applicant does not believe that a fee is 
due, but, should Applicant owe a fee (including any fees under §1.17 or all required 
extension of time fees), please charge that fee to Deposit Account 02-2960: Please treat 
this paper (and any future reply) as incorporating a petition for extension of time for the 
appropriate length of time, in the event that an extension is required. 



Applicant's Election 

The Examiner finds these groups: 

Group I: claims 17, 18, and 28 
Group II: claims 29 and 32-35 



process 

composite component 



Applicant elects with traverse to continue prosecution of Group 1, claims 17, 18 
and 28. Restriction is discretionary; the Examiner can elect to retain all the claims in a 
single application. The claims of Group I and II are related as a product and its method of 
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manufacture. As sue, the Cairns .ikely are in a single search art for purpose, of 
exammation so little additional work is required for the Examiner to consider bom groups 
a. once. Furmermorejhe^r^^ for prosecution of the 

.P^remapplication, The products are defined with reference to metr^c^T"^ 
manufacture, and, accordingly, canno. actually be made by a materially different process 
The process steps are included in the product claim so the process canno, make a 

m any other way man as Apphcan, claims it. P leaS e reconsider the restriction between 
Groups I and II. 

As already mentioned, restriction is discretionary. I, is designed to save the 
Examiner from an undue burden. Restriction here does not foster the undoing purpose 
forthedoctrine. It only adds time and cost to the Applicant and the PTO. Inthatregard 
its application in me circumstances of the present appUcation is an abuse of discretion and 
arbitrary and capricious and, therefore, is unauthorized. < 
Please reconsider this restriction. 

The MPEP suggests ma, Examiners phone an Applicant concerning restriction to 
speed prosecution. , have no rejection of the Examiner, phone call. Applicant would 
ave made an oral election with traverse had the Examiner spoken with me directly or had 
he left me a voicemail. Te.ephone restriction practice is particularly important in the 
post-GATT era where paten, ,erm is measured from me original filing da,e. I, is easy to 
leave a voicemai, message and ,„ receive a Voicemail reply. Please phone in me future 
because Applicant, attorney would at lea,, make a provisional election ,o f„s,er prompt 
examination. 

Respectfully submitted, 





C. Hammar 
No. 29,928 
206-544-1059 



766758 



